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PER CURI AM

Crystal O Sabrowski appeals from the judgnent of the
district court dismssing her conplaint for failure to state a
claim upon which relief can be granted. Finding no error, we
affirm

This court reviews dismssals for failure to state a

claim de novo. Mylan Labs., Inc. v. Mutkari, 7 F.3d 1130, 1134

(4th GCir. 1993). Dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) is inappropriate
unl ess it appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff can prove no set

of facts to support her allegations. Revene v. Charles County

Commirs, 882 F.2d 870, 872 (4th Cr. 1989) (citations omtted).
Thus, when considering the propriety of a dismssal, we accept the
factual allegations in the conplaint as true and afford the
plaintiff the benefit of all reasonable inferences that can be

drawn fromthose allegations. Mlan Labs., 7 F.3d at 1134.

Sabrowski first clains that the district court erred in
di sm ssing her clains of intentional and negligent infliction of
enotional distress. In North Carolina, to recover under a cl ai mof
intentional infliction of enotional distress, “a plaintiff nust
prove ‘(1) extreme and outrageous conduct, (2) whichis intended to
cause and does cause (3) severe enotional distress to another.’”

Beck v. Gty of Durham 573 S.E 2d 183, 190-91 (N.C. Ct. App. 2002)

(quoting Dickens v. Puryear, 276 S.E.2d 325, 335 (N.C. 1981)). To

give rise to liability, the conduct nust be “so outrageous in



character and so extrenme in degree, as to go beyond all possible
bounds of decency, and . . . be regarded as atrocious and utterly

intolerable inacivilized community.” Keziahv. WM Brown & Son,

Inc., 888 F.2d 322, 327 (4th G r. 1989) (quoting Hogan v. Forsyth

Country Club, 340 S. E 2d 116, 123 (N.C. C. App. 1986)).

We have reviewed the record as well as the supporting
casel aw contai ned in Sabrowski’s brief. Taking her allegations at
face value, as we nmust at this stage of the proceedi ngs, see M/l an

Labs., Inc. v. Matkari, 7 F.3d 1130, 1134 (4th Cr. 1993), we

cannot conclude that Defendants’ conduct was so outrageous or
extreme as to give rise to liability under North Carolina law. "~
Accordingly we deny this claim

Sabrowski next assigns error to the district court’s
di sm ssal of her wongful discharge claim As a general rule in
North Carolina, an at-will enployee has no claim for w ongful

di scharge. See Lorbacher v. Housing Auth. of Raleigh, 493 S. E. 2d

74, 79 (N.C. . App. 1997); see also Guy v. Travenol Labs., Inc.,

812 F.2d 911, 912-15 (4th GCir. 1987). Although the North Carolina
courts have expressed a |limted wllingness to recognize an
exception to the at-will enploynment doctrine for reasons of public
policy, see id., those exceptions have been “designed either to

prohi bit status-based discrimnation or to insure the integrity of

‘W also agree with the district court that Sabrowski’'s
characterization of Defendants’ intentional acts cannot establish
a cause of action for negligent infliction of enotional distress.
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the judicial process or the enforcenent of the law.” Kurtzman, 493
S.E.2d at 423. In determning what is or is not public policy, the
courts look to the “policy declarations contained in the North

Carolina General Statutes.” Anbs v. Oakdale Knitting Co., 416

S.E. 2d 166, 169 (N. C. 1992).

Sabrowski has not identified, and we have not found, any
North Carolina authority establishing a public policy that shields
one’s nedical records from her enployer. As a consequence, we
cannot concl ude that Sabrowski’s di scharge was done in violation of
North Carolina s public policy.

Finally, Sabrowski assigns error to the district court’s
di sm ssal of her invasion of privacy claim North Carolina courts
recogni ze an i nvasion of privacy claimonly in those circunstances
where one (a) appropriates another’s nanme or |ikeness, or
(b) intrudes into the seclusion of one’'s private affairs. See

Hall v. Post, 372 S.E. 2d 711, 713-14 (N.C. 1988). Al though the

di scl osure of one’s private personnel files and nedical records
anounts to a per seintrusion into seclusionif the records contain

sensitive materials, see Tooner v. Garrett, 574 S.E.2d 76 (N.C. C.

App. 2002), Sabrowski can point to no disclosure of her nedica
records. I ndeed, the record indicates that Sabrowski’s enployer
never had access to, much |ess disclosed, her nedical records.

Accordingly, this claimis neritless.



W affirm the judgnent of the district court. ']
di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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